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REMARKS 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 

The Representative for the Applicant, Eugene Clair, and the Examiner, Bradley King, had 

a telephone interview on February 2, 2007 conceming the present application. Applicant's 

representative appreciates the Examiner's agreeing to discuss the rejections in the interview, a 

summary of the discussion follows. During this interview, it was discussed that by removing the 

words "discrete" and "direct" from the independent claims 20, 25 and 33, the Examiner's §112 

rejection would probably be addressed. The claim structure was further discussed with respect to 

the passage member as claimed in this proposed amendment with respect to the Thomas and 

Quinn references used in the §103 rejection. No agreement was reached with regard to this §103 

rejection. The Examiner indicated he would review the proposed amendment before making any 

decision to admit the amendment into the case. 

35 U.S,C, S112 REJECTION 

The Office Action rejects claims 20 and 22-38 under 35 U.S.C. §112 first 
paragraph as failing to comply with the written description requirement. During the telephone 
interview, the Examiner agreed to consider applicant's suggestion that by removing the words 
"discrete" and "direct" from the claims, the §1 12 rejection will be removed. The Applicant has 
removed the words "discrete" and "direct" from independent claims 20, 25 and 33 and submits 
that the claims now satisfy §112. The Applicant respectfully requests that the §1 12 rejection of 
claims 20 and 22 through 38 be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. S103(a) REJECTION 
The Office Action rejects claims 20 and 22-38 as being unpatentable over Thomas 
(USPN 6391098) in view of Quinn (USPN6585806.) Claims 20 and 25 have been amended to 
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include in part that the "passage member provides fluid communication to both of said purge 
chamber and the supply or service chamber". Claim 33 has been amended to include in part 
"means for directing air from the air supply system to both of the purge chamber and the supply 
or service chamber, whereby the means for directing air is located in the passage extending 
through the purge chamber." This addition to the claims is supported in the present specification 
paragraph 28 as well as the figures, where it is further described that the passage member is in 
fluid communication with both the supply or service chamber and purge chamber. 

The Thomas reference shows a valve 52 in a baffle inside a reservoir, communicating 
from a purge chamber to a service chamber within the reservoir itself. This valve does not 
communicate with the exterior of the reservoir. The Thomas reference valve does not include a 
passageway in the passage member that communicates to an additional reservoir. Rather the 
valve in Thomas communicates only between the purge chamber and the service chamber (Col. 
5, 11.1-4.) Quinn discloses an "internal tube 54 (that) extends through the purge volume 34 to 
connector the reservoir 12 through connections within housing 16 to the air dryer 14." (Col. 6, 11. 
27-29.) There is no teaching or disclosure of this internal tube in fluid communication with the 
purge volume, creating a purge passageway. In fact there are "separate passages 54 and 55," with 
passage 55 communicating specifically with the purge volume. (Col. 6, 11. 42-43). In addition, in 
Figure 4, the line 55 is shown connected to the desiccant bed 33. The passage 54 is connected 
through a pressure protection valve 36 and is in fluid communication with pressure sensors 37. 
Each of the passages, 54 and 55, have significantly different pneumatic structures connected to 
them for distinct purposes. Therefore, there is no suggestion or motivation in Quinn to combine 
the structure of Thomas to have a single passage extending through the purge valve in fluid 
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communication with both the purge and supply reservoirs through a single passage in the 
reservoir. The Applicant respectfully suggests that the amendments to the claims 20, 25 and 33 
distinguish the present application over the references of record. The Applicant respectfully 
requests that the rejection of independent amended claims 20, 25 and 33 be withdrawn. Since 
claims 22-24, 26-32 and 34-38 depend on amended allowable independent claims 20, 25 and 33, 
the Applicant respectfully requests the rejection of these claims also be withdrawn. Allowance 
of claims 20-22, and 25-36 is hereby requested. 

The Office Action rejects claims 23, 24, 37 and 38 by saying "note air line 28." The 
Applicant respectfully submits that an "air line 28" is not an element in the Thomas or Quinn 
references. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 23, 24, 37 
and 38 be withdrawn. Allowance of claims 23, 24, 37 and 38 is hereby requested. 



In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the pending claims 20 and 22 
through 38 distinguish patentably over the references of record. Accordingly, the application is 
now in condition for allowance and allowance is respectfully requested. Please charge any 
deficiency or credit any overpayment in fees to this reply to Deposit Account No. 50-3716. 
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